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the maker. The rule stated in Alden v. Machine Co., 107 Me. 510, 
78 Atl. 977, that a note is to be construed from all that appears within 
its four corners, does not comprehend the condition existing in the 
instant case. That rule has its exceptions, as when memoranda were 
placed outside the note proper: Becker v. Hofsommer, 186 111. App. 
553. As to date of maturity: Fisk v. McNeal, 23 Feb. 726, 37 N. W. 
616, 8 Am. St. Rep. 162; Danforth v. Sterman, 165 Iowa 323, 145 N. W. 
485; Dark v. Middlebrook (Tex. Civ. App.), 45 S. W. 963. Memoran- 
dum of amount: Coolbroth v. Purinton, 29 Me. 469; Sweetser v. French, 
13 Met. (Mass.) 262. See Nat. Bank of Rockville v. Second Bank of 
Lafayette, 69 Ind. 485; Corgan v. Frew, 39 111. 31, 89 Am. Dec. 286; 
Hollen v. Davis, 59 Iowa 444, 13 N. W. 413, 44 Am. Rep. 668. And 
it will be found that, when memoranda were admitted, they did not 
contradict or add to the provisions of the note, but related to the 
kind of money payable, the place of payment, extension of time, or 
change in manner of payment. Jones v. Fales, 4 Mass. 252; Tucker- 
man v. Hartwell, 3 Greenl. 147, 14 Am. Dec. 225; Franklin Savings 
Inst. v. Reed, 125 Mass. 365; Heywood v. Perrin, 10 Pick. (Mass.) 
228, 20 Am. Dec. 518; Cushing v. Field, 70 Me. 54, 35 Am. Rep. 293. 
See Negotiable Instruments Law, 1917, c. 257, § 17, and note in 
Crawford on Negotiable Inst. Law, p. 47." 



Inns and Inkeepers — Bailee of Goods from One Not Guest — In 

Adelphia Hotel Co. v. Providence Stock Co., 277 Fed. 905, the U. 
S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit held that an inn- 
keeper may, as a bailee, with or without reward, receive goods from 
one who is not strictly his guest. Where defendant, keeper of a 
hotel, accepted plaintiff's trunk for storage, and received pay there- 
for, and afterward undertook for hire to transfer the trunk to a rail- 
road station, and delivered it to the driver of a wagon, who stole it, 
defendant was liable for the loss as innkeeper, if the driver was its 
servant, and if not, as bailee for hire, if it was chargeable with want 
of ordinary care in delivering the trunk to him. 

The court said in part: "Where an inkeeper, offering the public 
entertainment and care, puts a person in the position of a servant 
with the duties of a servant with respect to the facilities of such 
entertainment, and reserves and exercises control over his work, and 
says nothing and does nothing whereby a private arrangement to the 
contrary is disclosed to the public, and so constructively to the plain- 
tiff, the principal is estopped from disclaiming the relation of master 
to the person so positioned and from avoiding liability for his negli- 
gence. Dickinson v. Winchester, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 114, 50 Am. Dec. 80. 

"Putting aside the question whether the head porter was an inde- 
pendent contractor, the trial court submitted the case to the jury, 
not on the defendant's liability arising alone from the relation of inn- 
keeper and guest, where care of baggage is an incident to the enter- 
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tainment of the guest, but mainly on the ground that Samuel's 
payment of money for the care and transportation of his trunk and 
the innkeeper's acceptance of the money for the service promised and 
undertaken, raised between the parties at least the relation of bailor 
and bailee for hire. Admittedly, an innkeeper may, as a bailee, with 
or without reward, receive goods from one who is not strictly his 
guest. 14 Ruling Case Law, 527. 

"Submitting the issues, first, whether Cohen — the man to whom 
the innkeeper delivered the plaintiff's trunk and who later stole it — 
was a servant of the defendant, Huntzicker v. Illinois Central R. Co., 
129 Fed. 548, 64 C. C. A. 78; 14 Ruling Case Law 526; and second 
(if found not to be), whether the defendant was negligent in turning 
over the trunk to him, Houser v. Tully. 62 Pa. 92, 1 Am. Rep. 390, 
the court instructed the jury that, on un affirmative finding upon 
either issue, the defendant should respond in damages; and that the 
damages should be measured not by any one of the several rules 
imposing on an innkeeper the duty of care in high degree with re- 
spect to his guest's property, 14 Ruling Case Law, 514, 515, but by 
such care an ordinarily prudent person would exercise under the 
circumstances. 

"Whether innkeeper or bailee for hire, the instruction, we think, 
confined the defendant's responsibility to the legal minimum — that of 
care in the degree which the law imposes on a bailee for hire. Yet 
the defendant maintains that its responsibility is still one point 
lower in that its position was that of a gratuitous bailee and its lia- 
bility as such was for gross negligence only, citing Baker v. Bailey, 
103 Ark. 12, 145 S. W. 532, 39 L. R. A. (N. S.) 1085; Tulane Hotel 
Co v. Holohan, 112 Tenn. 214, 79 S. W. 113, 105 Am. St. Rep. 930, 
2 Ann. Cas. 345, and Fisher v. Kelsey, 121 U. S. 383, 7 Supt. Ct. 929, 
30 L. Ed. 930. 

"We discover no analogy between the case at bar and Fisher v. 
Kelsey where goods of a guest were stolen while on exhibition to 
customers in a display room of a hotel. Recovery was sought in 
opposition to a State statute limiting liability of an innkeeper to 
circumstances different from those proven in the case. Nor do we 
think Baker v. Bailey and Tulane Hotel Co. v. Holohan rule the 
case at bar and for two reasons: First, because in these cases there 
were findings — on evidence which admitted little else — that the per- 
sons whose goods were lost were not guests of the innkeepers; also 
that the goods were left with the innkeepers without compensation 
paid or intended to be paid. In the instant case there is evidence 
from which, under authority of the same cases, the jury might have 
found that Samuels was a guest of the defendant, 14 Ruling Case 
Law, 498; or, if the jury found the contrary because Samuels' enter- 
tainment was limited to one meal, the evidence is conclusive — the 
doctrine of independent contractor being out of the way — that he 
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paid the defendant for storing and transferring his trunk and the de- 
fendant accepted payment and undertook the service. Whichever re- 
lation existed between the two parties, whether that carrying the high 
degree of care of an innkeeper or the lower degree of care of a 
bailee for hire, the defendant cannot complain of the court charging 
the rule of damages applicable to the relation of lesser responsi- 
bility." 



Workmen's Compensation Act — Poisoning Hand by Continuous 
Dipping in Solution Not an Accident. — In Jeffreyes v. Sager Co., 191 
N. Y. S. 354, the Supreme Court of New York held that the poisoning 
of fingers from dipping the hand in a solution in the development of 
photographic plates in the course of employment, which dipping oc- 
curred some 500 times each day during a week, "accident," for which 
compensation could be awarded. 

The court said in part: "In my opinion there was no accident 
involved for two reasons: First, the contact made by claimant be- 
tween her hand and the solution was voluntary and intentional. In 
Matter of Woodruff v. R. H. Howes Construction Co., 228 N. Y. 276, 
127 N. E. 270, the claimant developed a frog felon on the palm of 
his right hand as the result of the continuous pounding of his hand 
upon the head of a screwdriver. An award was reversed, for rea- 
sons of which the following was one: 

" 'This testimony was insufficient to show that the injury was 
caused by accident. An accidental event takes place without one's fore- 
sight or expectation; an event that proceeds from an unknown cause, 
or is an unusual effect of the known cause, and therefore not ex- 
pected.' 

"In our case the one event, namely, the coming into contact of the 
hand and the solution, was expected, and therefore not accidental. 
Secondly, the injuries resulted from no occurrence which is referable 
to any particular moment of time which is definitive. The word 
'accident' is derived from the Latin verb 'accidere,' signifying 'fall 
upon, befall, happen, chance' (Century Dictionary), and denotes an 
event which occurs upon the instant, rather than something which 
continues, progresses, or develops. In Marshall v. East Holywell 
Coal Co., Ltd., 7 W. C. C. 19, it was held that a 'beat hand' or 'beat 
knee,' a miner's injury, caused by the gradual process of continual 
friction, was not an accident. Collins, M. R., said that 'the accident 
must be something which is capable of being assigned to a particular 
date.' " 



